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Introduction
In the field of second language education in recent years, professional attention
has been increasingly drawn toward the purposes for which learners desire to use their
language skills (Brown, 1991). Ironically, language education has not always kept these
purposes at the focal point of the curriculum, which include using language to complete
certain tasks, to convey meaningful ideas, and simply to communicate. With this
communicative and purposeful approach to language education, there have been many
recent developments, including a movement toward a content-based approach to
language teaching. In fact, eminent grammarian and applied linguist Marianne Celce-
Murcia has said: “content-based language teaching has strong theoretical and empirical
foundations that I believe will soon help make it the dominant approach to teaching
ESL at all levels” (14, 1989). This content-based approach does not remove linguistic
goals for the language curriculum, i.e., teaching and learning listening, speaking,
reading, writing, and grammar; instead, it places these concerns in a much more
meaningful, motivating, and challenging context.
Content-centered approaches to language education have been successfully
applied in practically all educational settings, from elementary school to university,
and with all levels of language learners, from beginning to advanced (Brinton, Snow,
and Wesche, 1989). I am especially interested in how the concepts of content-centered
language education relate to the curricular purposes of Tokyo Christian University
(TCU) where I am employed as a full time English teacher. Moreover, I am interested in
the implications of content-based instruction for the Christian academy and for the
Christian language teacher in general.
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Because of the important correlations between the principles of content-based
language education and the TCU curriculum, I have written this paper as an inquiry
into the relationship between English language teaching and English content teaching
at TCU. I intend this inquiry to provide information about how the principles of content-
based language learning relate to how we teach English language at TCU and how we
manage the English content courses at TCU (such as philosophy and missiology) which
are taught by English speaking content scholars. Moreover, this paper should have
broader implications for Christian colleges and universities who serve second language
learners and for Christian educators at non-religious institutions who wish to think
and act theologically in their vocations.
As this paper is an inquiry, and the basic meaning of the word “inquire” is to seek
information or to ask questions, I will base the structure of this paper on the following
set of questions:
・ What are the objectives of English language education at TCU?
・ What are the English language and English content courses at TCU?
・ How are the English language and English content courses related?
・ How do other foreign languages taught at TCU fit into this relationship?
・ What are principles of content-based instruction that relate to TCU’s English
language program?
・ What are principles of content-based instruction that relate to TCU’s English
content program?
・ What are broader implications of content-based language education for Christian
colleges and universities who serve second language learners?
・ What are some implications of content-based language education for Christians
involved in language education at secular institutions?
・ What is a potential research agenda for future development of English language
and content teaching at TCU and similar institutions?
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Background
Tokyo Christian University
TCU is a four-year university accredited with the Japanese Ministry of Education.
It is a unique school for a number of reasons. First, although there are a large number
of accredited Christian universities in Japan, TCU is the only one that is evangelical —
where the student body consists of practicing Christians, a majority of whom will enter
full time Christian service in Japan and Asia. Therefore, TCU is essentially a divinity
school. However, as a divinity school, it has a liberal arts focus, especially in the second
of TCU’s two undergraduate majors listed below:
1. Division of Theological Studies (TS)
2. Division of International Christian Studies (ICS)
Beginning Spring 1996, TCU will require 21 English credits of International
Christian Studies (ICS) majors and 15 English credits of Theological Studies (TS)
majors. Besides English and other foreign language requirements, students may take a
number of English content courses taught by content scholars who are native speakers
of English. (These courses will be discussed in greater detail below.) Thus, from the
above summary, one can see that English language education and English content
education are important aspects of TCU’s curriculum.
English objectives
With this background in mind, I will now outline the overall objectives of English
language and content Education at Tokyo Christian University. First, a main objective
for both ICS and TS majors is to help them develop English communication skills for
use in international encounters, especially in Asia. Secondly, a sub-objective is to help
them obtain reading skills to begin to access theological literature in English. (A
majority of the important theological literature is written in English or German.) This
reading objective is reflected in the curriculum in the English Rapid Reading course (a
language course required of ICS majors and open to TS majors) and in Theological
English Readings (a content course open to all majors but not required of them).
Along with these objectives, it is also desired that English language education
will help TCU students better comprehend their English content courses, the primary
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objectives of which are content mastery, (where English is learned as a by-product).
Lastly, another aim is for TCU’s English language education to help some students
succeed in furthering their studies abroad. These basic objectives are depicted below in
Figure 1:
Figure 1: Objectives of English language and content classes at TCU
English language and content classes at TCU
With an understanding of these basic objectives in mind, I will now outline the
English language requirements and content offerings for students at TCU. First, as
mentioned before, as of Spring 1996, TCU will require International Christian Studies
majors to take 21 units (12 courses) of English instruction while Theological Studies
majors will take 15 units (9 courses). For these courses, students are divided into four
proficiency levels which are determined by a yearly institutional TOEFL exam. Figure
2 depicts the requirements:
Besides these English language classes, TCU presently offers the following 9
English content courses that are taught by foreign scholars who are native speakers of
English. Because of the challenge of teaching these content courses in English, an
interpreter is used. Figure 3 shows TCU’s English content courses.
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Language Division of Theological Division of International
/Content Studies Christian Studies
To develop English communication To develop English communication use
Language: Arch-
skills for use in international encounters, skills for in international encounters, 
Objective
especially in Asia especially in Asia
Language: Sub- To read and comprehend theological To read and comprehend theological 
Objective literature in English. literature in English.
Language: Sub- To help students comprehend their To help students comprehend their 
Objective English content classes at TCU. English content classes at TCU.
To master the content of a given To master the content of a given
English Content
course; language is learned as a course; language is learned as a
Objective
by-product. by-product.
Language and Content To help prepare students for further To help prepare students for further 
Objective education abroad. education abroad.
Figure 2: English language requirements at TCU (1.1 = Spring, 1.2 = Fall, 1.3 = Winter)
Figure 3: English content courses at TCU:
The relationship between language and content classes
After listing the English language objectives and the English language and content
courses, I can now discuss the relationship between language and content courses at
TCU. First,  as mentioned before, two of the objectives of English language education
have a direct bearing on content classes at TCU. They are:
5
Year Intl. Christian Studies Units Theological Studies Units
1st English Integrated Skills 1.1 2 English Integrated Skills 1.1 2
1st English Integrated Skills 1.2 2 English Integrated Skills 1.2 2
1st English Integrated Skills 1.3 1 English Integrated Skills 1.3 1
1st English Conversation 1.1 2 English Conversation 1.1 2
1st English Conversation 1.2 2 English Conversation 1.2 2
1st English Conversation 1.3 1 English Conversation 1.3 1
1st Language Lab (LL) 2
2nd English Integrated Skills 2.1 2 English Integrated Skills 2.1 2
2nd English Integrated Skills 2.2 2 English Integrated Skills 2.2 2
2nd English Integrated Skills 2.3 1 English Integrated Skills 2.3 1
2nd Composition 2
2nd Rapid Reading 2
Total 21 15
Open to ICS Open to TS
Course Title
Majors Majors
Introduction to South East Asia ×
Society and Religion I ×
Cross-cultural communication III ×
Missiology ×
Introduction to Philosophy × ×
Western Thought × ×
Theological English Readings × ×
Contemporary Theology × ×
Study of Religion I × ×
1. To help students comprehend in their English content courses at TCU.
2. To read and comprehend theological literature in English. 
In order for these overarching objectives of the English language program to be
effective, they must influence some of the English language course objectives, and to a
certain extent, those courses’ daily objectives. Now rather than presenting the details of
each course and its aims and methods, I will discuss these curricular issues in relation
to the principles of content-based instruction in the whole of TCU’s English language
program. As I discuss how content-based instruction relates to TCU’s English as a
foreign language program, it should be noted that besides English courses, TCU offers
other foreign languages as well, including German, Korean, Chinese, and Thai. Moreover,
TCU offers courses in Hebrew and Greek. For the sake of simplicity, I will not specifically
discuss these modern and classical language courses; however, it should be noted that
the principles of a content-based approach relate to them as well. That is, the principles
of content-centered English language education and English content education can be
generalized to language education and content education.
Principles of Content-Based Language Instruction
Content-based language instruction has been defined by Brinton, Snow, and
Wesche (1989, vii) “as the integration of content learning with language teaching
aims,” or as Snow (1991, 315) puts it: “the use of subject matter for second language
teaching purposes.” This is to be distinguished from language teaching that has
language as the sole subject matter. Content-based language teaching attempts to put
language learning in its natural context or purpose: the conveyance of meaning or
content through the linguistic code.
A rationale for content-based language instruction
One of the best reasons to practice content-centered language teaching has to do
with motivation. Brown (1991, 1994) has discussed the importance of intrinsic motivation,
where the reward of doing an activity is the activity itself. Usually such intrinsically
motivating activities in language classes have non-linguistic objectives as well as
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linguistic objectives (Ur, 1988). The non-linguistic objective is the intrinsic motivator,
inherent in the high-interest content or purposeful task. The linguistic objective is
that aspect of communicative ability that the teacher hopes the students will master.
Regarding intrinsic motivation, Brown states that research seems to favor it as the
most powerful motivation for long term retention, and he says that it is therefore a
“keystone in one’s approach to language teaching” (1994, 188).
Besides motivation, another rationale for content-centered language education
relates to the connection between language classes and content classes (Mohan, 1986).
This view recognizes the influence that language and content classes have on each
other, and that language learning occurs in both contexts. First, language learning in
content classes furthers the goals of language teaching by providing a context for
language. Second, content-based language learning in the language classroom “can
further the goals of content teaching by offering learners help with the language of
thinking processes and the structure or shape of content” (Mohan, 18).
Mohan goes on to state that these issues of learning the language of thinking
processes and the structures of content highlight an important pedagogical principle
for language teaching and content teaching. That is, “the learner needs to start from
practical discourse and move towards theoretical discourse” (101). This means that
learners must move from experiential learning to expository learning, from practical
content, to theoretical content, and from practical talk to theoretical talk. Thus, according
to Mohan (1986), Snow (1991), Oxford and Scarcella (1982), and Brinton, Snow and
Wesche (1989), a goal of content-based instruction in the language curriculum is to
provide a means of transfer from basic communication skills to academic skills for use
in English content classes.
In addition to motivation and the transfer of academic skills, content-based
language teaching also considers the important pedagogical principle of the learner’s
previous experiences, that is, his/her knowledge of a given subject. In addition to this,
language learned through content provides a greater discourse context for language,
instead of a sentence level context. Thus, learners become aware of “larger discourse
level features and the social interaction patterns which are essential to effective
language use” (Brinton, Snow, and Wesche, 1989, 3).
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Moreover, when such contextualized language is attuned to the level of the
students, one of many important conditions for language acquisition is met, namely,
the condition of comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985). This refers to the idea that as
learners progressively receive linguistic input a slight degree beyond their level of
competence, then their competence will progressively improve along the natural order.
This condition of comprehensible input is best seen as a part of a larger set of key
conditions for promoting language acquisition which Oxford and Scarcella call
“language assistance in language-promoting interaction” (1992, 30). They say that this
occurs as teachers help facilitate communication when learners are in incapable of
communicating without some assistance. Oxford and Scarcella list many ways of
providing this language assistance (1992, 31–46), all of which fit well with the
principles of content-based language instruction.
Three models of content-based teaching
With this description and a rationale for content-based instruction in place, it will
help to explain the three major models of content-based approaches and how they
relate to the curriculum at Tokyo Christian University. These three types are briefly
defined below:
1. Theme-based language instruction: the language class is structured around
topics or themes. Content material provides the basis for intrinsic motivation
for language analysis and practice. Materials are often teacher generated or
adapted from other sources. Language objectives must be carefully mapped
onto chosen content. This is the most common of all models for language
classes because it can be done in virtually any institutional setting. This is the
most appropriate type of content-based approach for TCU language classes.
2. Sheltered content instruction: the content course is taught in the second or
foreign language by a content scholar. Subject matter and course work are
modified to students’ level of language proficiency. (These modifications will be
discussed in detail below.)  In sheltered classes, the main objective is to help
students master content material. Language learning is incidental. TCU seems
to be applying an adapted version of this in the English content courses where
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one of the language modifications is the use of an interpreter.
3. Adjunct language instruction: language and content courses are linked and
complement each other with mutually coordinated assignments. The objectives
are two-fold: to help students master content, and to introduce students to
academic discourse helping them develop transferable academic skills. This
model requires two teachers and careful coordination between them. It usually
places non-native and native speakers together for the content instruction. TCU
is not using the model presently; however, it may be helpful to design  curriculum
linking an English language class with a content class. Thus, for example, every-
one who takes Missiology in English would also take an English class that
supports that content.
As noted above, the theme-based model seems to best match the language
instruction aspect of the curriculum at TCU. Additionally, as a part of the theme-based
model, Oxford and Scarcella (1992) recommend combining it with task-based instruction.
“Task-based curricula focus on what students do with language,” (Brown 1991, 253),
i.e., resolving ambiguity, finding solutions to problems, and accomplishing specific
tasks with the language. As Rivers (1988, 11) says, “Students are involved in joint
tasks: purposeful activity where they work together doing, or making things…” Thus,
under an overarching theme, broken into a number of units, students perform purposeful
tasks that will help them to integrate their linguistic and cognitive competence. This
fusion of theme-based and task-based instruction “might be the most powerful of all
means for integrating the language skills” (Oxford and Scarcella, 1992, 91).
Implications of Content-Based Instruction at Tokyo Christian University
The background of content-based instruction as outlined above has a number of
implications for language education at Tokyo Christian University. In English language
classes, teachers can facilitate content-based language instruction through systematically
planning language courses using themes that are knit together with a number of
connected and related tasks. This in turn presents a number of challenges. First, in
each of the four levels at TCU, appropriate and intrinsically motivating textbooks need
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to be found or created. These materials need to be based on the needs of the students,
on the English curriculum’s main objectives, on the principles of content-based and
task-based instruction, and on other sound language education pedagogy. Besides this
challenge, these courses must also “ensure the simultaneous, efficient acquisition of
essential elements of the language code” (Brown, 1991, 253), i.e., grammar in the context
of content-based language instruction.
An additional challenge relates to the four different levels in TCU’s English
language curriculum. To apply the principles of content-based instruction effectively
and efficiently, especially at the lower levels, there must be a careful, systematic, and
longitudinal mapping of linguistic objectives onto content materials. If there are no
appropriate content-based texts available with such a mapping of objectives, then the
materials development responsibilities become very large. This development of in-
house materials maybe something TCU needs to do, especially considering its mission
of training future Christian leaders. Moreover, because of the size and scope of such a
materials development task, it may be wise for TCU to cooperate on such a project
with other evangelical institutions with similar needs. Nevertheless, such a materials
development project must coincide with a well-articulated set of linguistic and curricular
objectives for every aspect of the English language program.
English content courses at TCU: A modified sheltered approach
Even if English language teachers are able to provide intrinsically motivating
language courses where students acquire basic communication and academic language
skills, English content courses will still be a formidable linguistic challenge for many
students. One main reason for this is that students enter TCU with many different levels
of language proficiency. Because of this variety of skill levels, interpretation of the gist
of English content lectures into Japanese has been one of the means of making the
content comprehensible for students.
This interpretation might cause some to say that this is not actually a sheltered
approach to English content education. However, the following reasons demonstrate
that TCU is indeed using a modified sheltered approach. First, besides the use of an
interpreter, TCU’s English content scholars make other modifications in their courses
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to make content more comprehensible to students. In addition, students must take at
least some of the courses’ tests in English. Hence, knowledge of English is not only
beneficial, but it is required. Moreover, not all students in the class need the presence of
an interpreter to understand the lectures and class activities. Therefore, even though
interpretation is used, professors of these courses still employ many aspects of a
sheltered approach to English content education, with interpretation being just one of
many modifications making content more comprehensible.
Principles of English content instruction: facilitating comprehension
One of the major issues of English content instruction is the problem of making
the content comprehensible to students in a foreign language. I have already mentioned
that one of the means of making content comprehensible to students at TCU is the use
of an interpreter. Instead of listing the other means with which TCU English content
scholars make content comprehensible to students, below I will outline a number of
modifications used in other English content programs as presented in the relevant
literature. I see two benefits from this: first, it may help language instructors know
what kind of input they need prepare their students for, and second, it may also benefit
TCU content scholars to discover other techniques for making their content more
comprehensible.
First, Figure 4, (next page) adapted from Snow (1991) represents a number of
strategies used in English content courses that aid in “modifying or ‘packaging’
instruction in ways appropriate to the second language learner’s developing language
system” (322). (Some of these strategies may or may not be appropriate to TCU’s
situation.) Second, besides the strategies listed in Figure 4, Brinton, Snow, and Wesche
(1989) list a number of other means for attuning linguistic input to aid learner’s
comprehension of content. For example, they suggest lecture content to be more tightly
organized and explicitly related to assigned readings. Moreover, lecture outlines in
various forms can be passed out to students in advance. Sometimes extras such as
films or guest speakers may need to be eliminated so that students have more time to
process main ideas. An alternative to this would be to provide advanced organizers
and modified scripts of films or guest speaker’s notes. For instance, Closed Caption
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devices now transcribe material from videos as well as projecting the captions on the
screen. Lastly, sometimes multiple or detailed examples, jokes, and other incidentals
need to be eliminated from lectures, or at least attuned to the level of the students.
Brinton, Snow, and Wesche also suggest that skilled English content teachers
“pay more attention to affect when teaching second language speakers” (50). That is,
they may be more approachable and sympathetic, and they may show more tolerance
when asked obvious questions. These skilled teachers, as mentioned above, also seem
to seek student response more frequently about whether the given content has been
understood. They also tend to signal main points and new concepts more clearly, either
lexically or with intonation and gesture. In addition, these teachers seem to make
modifications “at every level of language organization from phonology, to choice of
words, to complexity of syntax and discourse features” (52). These modifications tend
to show a greater explicitness, a use of the most common word orders and forms, and
a “redundancy of both form and content” (52).
Figure 4: Strategies for attuning content to learner’s linguistic needs
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Modify Input Use Context Check Understanding Plan Appropriately
1. Natural yet slower rate 1. Gestures 1. Asking students 1. Vocabulary: Use a
of speech. 2. Dramatizing meaning true/false questions systematic and
2. Clear enunciation. through facial about content. meaningful approach 
3. Controlled vocabulary, expressions, 2. Asking students to for helping students 
limited use of idioms pantomime, role-play. give examples. learn specialized 
and slang. 3. Visuals: pictures, 3. Having students vocabulary.
photos, slides, maps, paraphrase key terms. 2. Priorities: focus on key
graphs, diagrams, etc. 4. Having students concepts if it’s not
4. Realia: actual objects. summarize key possible to cover all
5. Bulletin boards. information. material.
6. Predictability: opening 5. Asking students 3. Build schema: review
and closing activities, factual questions: previously covered
directions that “Who?”,“What?” content; relate ideas to
students can 6. Asking students students’ experience;
understand from referential questions: build frame of 
context alone. “Why?” reference, through
8. Redundancy: brainstorming, etc.;
repetition, restatement, use advanced
and exemplification. organizers: charts,
outlines, and study
guides.
These means of making linguistic input more comprehensible are only a partial
listing of strategies available to content teachers. I have written nothing here about
adjusting reading and writing assignments, not to mention learner strategies that aid
students in taking more control of these academic, theoretical, and context-reduced
linguistic situations. See Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (1989, 89–180) for detailed examples
of proven means to make textbooks, readings, compositions, note-taking activities,
academic thinking patterns, test taking skills, vocabulary words, and grammar issues
more easily understood by students in English content classes.
Broader Implications of Content-Based Instruction for Christian Educators
Implications of Content-Based Instruction for the Christian Academy
It may be that some of the aspects of content-based instruction at TCU mentioned
previously in this paper have applications for Christian colleges or universities in
general. However, beyond what I have previously mentioned, I would also like to outline
some content-based objectives that not only relate to TCU, but may also be appropriate
for any other evangelical educational institution that serves Christian students learning
foreign languages. For Christian institutions, these aims will be especially relevant to
English education because English is the prominent, world-wide Lingua Franca, but
they will also be relevant to foreign language education in general.
Hence, evangelical institutions teaching ESL/EFL or any other foreign language
to evangelical students may want to integrate the following content-oriented language
objectives (as seen in Figure 5) into their existing ESL/EFL or foreign language
curriculum. In looking at these language and content objectives, it is important to
remember that they need to be taught in the context of authentic (but perhaps simplifed)
content language. That is, linguistic objectives, for example, learning language for
prayer, need to mapped onto or taught in the context of authentic language, for example,
the Lord’s prayer. (For potential further categories of objectives like those in Figure 5,
see Erikson (1986) or other similar works.)
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Implications of Content-Based Instruction for Christian language teachers
Besides the language and content objectives mentioned in Figure 5 for training
Christian language learners, content-based instruction has important implications for
the Christian working in language education in the broader, non-religious, or secular
environment. Such educators may be teaching in or administrating language programs
in Christian schools that admit non-Christian students, or in non-Christian or post-
Christian institutions that provide a service of language education. In these locations a
Christian language educator can apply the principles of content-based instruction to
import truth into the language curriculum. The nuances of “import” compared to
“smuggle” are significant because smuggling implies deception or cheating such as
preaching to a captive audience or proselytizing against the will of students who clearly
are not attending language classes to be evangelized.
On the other hand, “truth-importation” implies proper respect for students’
purposes and for the curricular goals of a given institution. Therefore, importing truth
through the objectives of the language curriculum can have proper pedagogical
justification, even when the given content and accompanying language objectives are
viewed by someone who would see no justification for importing truth into the
curriculum. Of course, because of differing paradigms of interpretation this becomes a
sensitive issue; however, for the Christian language educator who sees God in Jesus
Christ active in all of creation, the issue of truth (or the theological aspect) of language
education is an important investigation.
Hence for the Christian language educator in a secular setting, Jesus who is
synonymous with truth, can play a role in the language curriculum. As previously
mentioned, although I do not advocate proselytizing a captive audience or forcing
people to hear something against their will, there still is a place for planting, cultivating,
watering, and growing seeds of truth in language classes (Purgason, 1994). Besides
this, the Christian educator may have the opportunity to do some weeding as well, that
is, dispelling unbiblical theological misconceptions. How can one do this while still
adhering to the language and content objectives of a given institution and respecting
the people therein? It can be done as long as the given content and accompanying
language objectives of that institution overlap with biblical theology, target culture and
14
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history, current news and events, or the students’ perceived needs and objectives. Figure
6 exemplifies some of these overlaps:
Figure 5: Content objectives for Christian institutions teaching ESL/EFL
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LANGUAGE AND
DESCRIPTION
CONTENT OBJECTIVE
Giving a testimony
The gospel message
Language for prayer
The books of the Bible
Key Bible doctrines
Language for worship
Bible Characters
Christian biography
Leading a Bible study
Reading theology
Giving reasons for faith
Language for mission
Learners should be able to give their testimony (how they came to faith in
Christ or how Christ is presently active in their lives), and learners should be
able to comprehend the testimonies of others.
Learners should be able to communicate the essential aspects of the gospel
message as articulated in Scripture, and as presented in The Four Spiritual
Laws, Steps to Peace with God, or other similar gospel presentations.
Learners should be able to express themselves in the basic language of
prayer, thanking God and asking for His help, and beyond this they should be
able to express themselves using the linguistic functions found in the Lord’s
Prayer.
Learners should be able to express and comprehend in the target language the
books of the Bible and the basic content of those books.
Learners should be able to express and comprehend key theological terms
such as creation, sin, and redemption. They should also be able express and
understand an adequate amount of biblical knowledge in the target language.
Learners should be able to use and comprehend language used in worship,
such as the language of praise and adoration found in the Psalms, hymns, and
worship chorus.
Learners should be able to express and comprehend information about key
Bible characters such as Yahweh, Moses, Elijah, Jesus, Peter, Paul, etc.
Learners should be able to comprehend and express themselves about
important Christian leaders.
Learners should be familiar with techniques for leading inductive Bible
studies so they can comprehend, participate in and possibly lead such studies.
Learners (especially theology majors) should be able to comprehend relevant
theological literature such as commentaries and the forms of argumentation
and discourse found in them.
Learners should be able to answer the questions commonly asked by skeptics
and how to direct such conversations through socially appropriate (polite)
questioning techniques.
Learners should be able to comprehend and express basic terms about
mission such as “contexualization,” “redemptive analogy,” and “unreached
peoples,” as well as the names (and acronyms) of key mission entities such as
Wycliffe Bible (WBT), Campus Crusade for Christ (CCC), The Lausanne
Committee for World Evangelization (LCWE), etc.
Figure 6: Overlaps between biblical theology, target culture and history, current
news and events, and students’ perceived needs and objectives that
may provide a means to import truth into the language curriculum
through content-based instruction
Conclusion
In this paper, I have provided background about TCU’s English language
program and English content program. I have shown how the principles of content
language education and English content education relate to language and content
issues at TCU. Besides outlining this relationship, I have discussed what language
educators and content scholars can do to enhance this relationship. Moreover, I have
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OVERLAPPING THEME HOW THE THEME MAY IMPORT TRUTH
Holidays
Prominent personalities
News and current events
Cultural comparisons
Teleological questions
Metaphysical questions
Literature
Logic and Reason
Christmas, Easter, Thanksgiving and other holidays and celebrations are
important cultural events that may also overlap with theological truth.
Prominent Christians such as Mother Teresa or Billy Graham may be in the
news incarnating the truth in their lives.
News and current events may overlap with or express (or flatly contradict) a
theological truth. For example, man’s inhumanity to man (sin), or discovery
of anthropic principles (evidence for design in creation) express theological
truth. See the ESL text by Light and Lan-Ying (1989) for examples.
As learners compare cultures (and possibly religious traditions) truth or un-
truth may be brought to light. For example, one may better understand
grace when comparing it to a legalistic aspect of culture, or students may
compare cultural myths and hence interact with truth and values. See the
ESL text by Dunn (1985) for further examples.
Through various kinds of content learners may discuss purposes of being
and existence and thus interact with some elements of truth and ultimate
values.
Spiritual and supernatural are topics of everyday conversation in most
cultures. Hence, content related to spiritual issues, such as life, death, life
after death, heaven and hell, miracles and magic may have proper
pedagogical justification (depending on the situation) and therefore allow
students to interact with truth and values. See the ESL text by Schoenberg
(1989) for examples.
Literature, novels, plays, short stories, and poetry often deal with themes of
ultimate values and thus provide opportunities to interact with truth. There
is a great deal of second language education research on literature. See Collie
& Slater (1987) and Maley & Duff (1989), for example.
Although logic and reason may not always form an area of content, knowing
how to evaluate logical arguments and reveal logical fallacies will help
learners in academic situations as well as becoming more skillful in
discovering truth and error.
tried to show some implications of content-based instruction for the Christian college
or university in general and for the Christian language educator in secular settings.
Lastly, and in closing, I would like to mention some areas that could be part of a future
research agenda pertaining to language and content concerns mainly at TCU.
First, besides educating students in communicative and academic language skills,
we may want to inquire how we can systematically provide learner training to students.
The aim of this would be to help them have greater control (expressed in knowing how
to learn more strategically) in all contexts where they would be required to use a
foreign language, including English content courses. (These strategies could actually
affect student learning in all university courses.) From the existing literature on the
subject, we may be able to arrive at a set of objectives for including strategy-training
into our existing English language program. See Wenden and Rubin (1987), Ellis and
Sinclair (1989), Cohen (1990), Oxford (1990), O’Malley and Chamot (1990), Wenden
(1991), and Rubin and Thompson (1994) for information on learner training.
Besides this, although it is a large undertaking, TCU may eventually want to
consider how to more effectively incorporate content-based instruction more thoroughly
and systematically into its existing English language curriculum or foreign language
curriculum. This, of course, would depend on the preferences of individual teachers
and the university curriculum developers, but it could be beneficial to consider this for
a number of reasons. First, if intrinsically motivating content is incorporated more
thoroughly and systematically into the language curricula, we should expect that it
would increase the motivation in language classes because of the fascination factor. In
addition, one would hope that increased motivation would also increase the effectiveness
of the overall language curricula, and this effectiveness, of course, would need to be
empirically evaluated on an ongoing basis.
Moreover, a careful incorporation of content-based instruction at the university
may also cause a transfer of academic skills for our students who want to take English
content courses. Of course this would require a great deal of research into many
areas, including students’ needs and interests, teacher preferences, and both the
overarching and the specific linguistic and content goals of the curriculum. In short, it
may be beneficial for those working with the curriculum at TCU (and other Christian
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institutions) to give careful thought how to mesh theme-based and task-based language
instruction with students’ needs and preferences, language curriculum objectives, and
English content curricular objectives in order to provide more intrinsically motivating
and effective education across the whole curriculum. I hope that in such an endeavor,
language teachers would be better able to help students achieve higher levels of basic
communicative ability and advanced academic language proficiency that would benefit
English content scholars in their endeavors as well. In the end, as language and
content curricula are harmonized more effectively and efficiently, it would be hoped
that the Christian university or college (and the Christian language educator in the
secular setting) could provide a more complete and holistic education for the students
they serve.
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〔日本語要約〕
キリスト教教育機関とキリスト者語学教師にとっての
英語教育と英語での教育について
J. W. Poulshock
本稿は，語学教育と外国語での教育との関係について探究する。特に東京基
督教大学，更には他のキリスト教教育機関，キリスト者の語学教師一般を念頭
に置いて考える。東京基督教大学では，かなりの量の英語教育とその他の語学
教育が要求されている。そして，哲学や宣教学など英語を母国語とする教員が
英語で教えている科目もいくつかある。そういう訳で，先ず第一に東京基督教
大学では，英語で教える教科と英語そのものを教える教科との間に大切な関係
がある。第二に，外国語そのものの教育と外国語での教育との間に，この大切
な関係があるので，語学教員と外国語で教える教員と（東京基督教大学であれ，
他のキリスト教教育機関であれ）は，この関係がさらに強められるように努め
なければならない。第三に，キリスト教教育機関での外国語での教育，そして
非キリスト教教育機関でのキリスト者語学教師にとっての示唆が見い出せる。
つまり，キリスト教機関での方が，キリスト教関係の働きのためにはキリスト
者の言語習得者は，より良く言語的に準備できる。そしてキリスト者の教員は，
非キリスト教機関での言語習得カリキュラムに真理を組織的かつ適切に導入す
ることができる。最後に，他の教育機関でも有益と思われる，東京基督教大学
での語学教育および外国語での教育に関しての今後の研究課題に言及して，本
稿を終えている。
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